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Spanish-speaking ki .
are important results because they demonstrate that the bilingual immersion
model's assumptions related to language develomment were accurate; that is,
Spanish speakers increased their level of Spanish proficiency and bega. to
develop same proficiency in English, and English speakers did not lose tieir
English proficiency while acquiring Spanish proficiency skills.

A second set of important points concerns the achievement performance of the
students. First, the

speakers in group work; and,
(5) to include the non-bilingual immersion students in the evaluation.

proficiency and academic achievement first-year

data demonstrated that the bilingual immersion model is an effective language

education model for both language minority and language majority students.

However, the success of the students over the next two to three years in
academic coupetence will be




Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

THE 2ZDISON ELFMENTARY SCHOOL BILINGUAY; IMMERSION PROGRAM:
STUIENT PROGRESS AFTER ONE YEAR OF IMPLEMENTATION

INTRODUCTION

Bilingual immersion education combines the most significant features of
bilinqual education (for language minority students) and immersion education
(for language majority students). Academic and language arts instruction is
provided to students through two languages, taught in separate class
pericds. For language minority (i.e., non-English-dominant) students, most
of their academic imstruction is presented through their first language,
Spanish, and they receive English language arts and portions of their
academic instruction in English. For language majority (i.e., English-
dominant) students, mos: of their academic instruction is through their
second language, Spanish, and same in BEnglish, and their training in
language arts is conducted in separate English and Spanish class periods.

Bilingual immersion education therefore encampesses two key features:
(1) the program essentially involves same form of dual language immersion,
with periods of instruction transpiring in one language only; and (2) both
English-dominant and non-English-dominant speakers are participants
(ideally in balanced mmbers). These programs, therefore, attempt to
develop true bilingual academic competence in English and ancther language
for both groups of participating students.

This report presents the results of a study, conducted by the Center
for Ianguage Education and Research (CLEAR) at the University of California,
Ios Angeles, of the bilingual immersion program at Edison Elementary School,
a school within the Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District in
California. CIEAR's dbjective has been to work with Edisan School to study
and help improve their program in language education. This purpose was
accamplished through student assessment, classromm observation, and
professional development activities.

The focus of this report is on the results of the student assessment
and parental and teachers' perceptions of the program. After a ruwview of
the literature, the bilingual immersion program, as articulated at BEdismn
Elementary School, is described in detail. The methodology section
describes the studant and parent samples, the data collection instruments,

1
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Edison‘s Bilingual Immersion Program

and the analytic strategy. The results section examines student performance
after ane year, including gains/losses in student achievement, camparisons
with a non-bilingual-imersion group of students, and student, parent, and
staii svaluations. Findings are discussed in terms of the potential value
of bilingual immersion programs, and how such programs could be developed
and implemented.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Carefully conducted analyses have demonstrated that bilingual education
programs can be successful in improving the academic performance of students
with limited English proficiency (e.g., Krashen & Biber, 1988 cited in
"Bilingusl Bducation," 1988; Ramirez, Yuen, Ramey & Merino, 1986; Troike,
1978; Willig, 1987,.  Bilingual education programs have been most
effectively implemented in oconcert with clear policies » arding
implementation and teacher training, and when the programs were designed to
p:moteechmtianladxievemmtinadditimtoﬂnmleamirgofmglish.
In contrast, resesrch has documented the failure of English-only
instructional approaches (i.e., English immersion) to meet the educational
needs of language minority students (California State Department of
Bducation, 1982; Herndndez-Chavez, 1984; National Assessment for Educaticnal
Progress, 1982).

Many educators have therefore rejected English immersion as a suitable
educational treatment for language minority students. However, when applied
appropriately, non-English immersion education has had very successful
results. Evaluations of Spanish immersion programs in the United States
and French immersion programs in Canada (Campbell, 1984; Genesee, 1985;
Swain, 1984), showed that immersion education programs were highly effective
for native English-speaking students. These students demonstrated high
levels of proficiency in the second language (i.e., French, German, or
Spanish), high academic achievement, and no loss in their English skills.

A nmber of authors have campleted caprehensive reviews of research
and evaluation studies concerning bilingual and immersion education (e.q.,
Baksr & de Kanter, 1981; Cumins, 1979, 1983; Diaz, 1983; Dolson, in press;
Swain & Lapkin, 1985; Troike, 1978, 1986; Willig, 1985). These reviews
have pointed to certain sociolinguistic and instructional factors which
catributed to successful dual language programs. The importance of these

2
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

found in programs that pramoted high levels of first and second language
capetencies, academic achievement in both languages, and positive
psychosocial behavior and cross-cultural attitides (see Lindholm, 1987a).
Thus, these factors form the core criteria for successful bilingual
immersion education

The first ten criteria are essential for successful language educaticn
programs while the last thres criteria apply to educational programs in
general. Trsse last criteria are mentioned here because they are important
elements in an educationa) program and the presence of these criteria camot
be asmmed, but rather must be carefully considered in designing amd
implementing a successful bilingual immersion _cogram (for a more thorough
discussion of these criteria, see Lindholm, 1987a and Lindholm & Dolson,
1988).

1. Dxation of instructijoral treatment. The instructional treatment
is provided to the participating students for a period of at least
four to gix years.

2. X - - ge input. Optimal input has four

characteristics: (a) ithadjustedtottncmptﬂmsimlevelof
the learner, (b) it is interesting and relevant, (c) there is
sufficient quantity, and (d) it is challenging.

3. Focus on academic apxiculum. ‘The programs are designed to focus
Gii sucject matter as well as isnguage development. Students are
exposed to tnc same academic core curriculum as students in
regular programs, but in more than one language.

4. Inteqration of langquage arts with anriculum. Related to criteria

2 and 3 is tha need to provide language arts instruction in both

the English and non-English languages and to design the

m“dmwﬂatithhmatdwiﬂxﬂnwcmian\m.

paratic UACS da Monolingual lesson
dnlivuyntmtoﬂnm:m: t.imckvct:adtoimtmctimin
each language. This is not to say that language mixing itself is
harmful; rather, it appears that sustained periods of monolingual
instruction (in each language) helps to pramote development in
each language.

5.




6.

10.

Elison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Additive bilingual envirommert. All students are provided the
opportunity to acquire a second language at no cost to their home
language and culture.

Clasgroop composition. To maintain an enviroment of educational
and linguistic equity in the classromm and to pramote interactions
among native and non-native English speakers, the ideal ratio is
50% English speakers to 50% non-native English speakers. The
ratio of English speakers to non-native English speakers is
important to insure that there are encugh language models of each
language to promote interactions among the two qroups of

bilhgualmwimsimm it appears that a
minimm of 50% non-English language instruction is necessary to
pramote high levels of the non-English language proficiency among
language majority students and to promote academic achievement
among language minority students. Furthermore, although studies
have not addressed the minimal level of English necessary, a
minimm of 0% English instruction initially is important to
pramcte English language development for the non-native speakers
of English. Also, to develop a high level of academic English
language skills among the language minority students, the amount
of content instruction in English should be about 50% for the late
elmta:ysdmlyeus(grades«t-s)

higtﬂymficimtmllanguagaddllsmcessitataspzwidimboth
structured tasks and unstructured copportunities involving oral
production skills for students to engage in.

A positive school enviropment. A successful bilingual immersion
program must have the mppart of the principal, other
administrators, and non-bilingual immersion staff. This support
is besed on a knowledge of the program, and is demonstrated: (a)
through a desire for the program to sucoceed by an expenditure of
resources that is comparable to other educational programs ‘- the
school, (b) by devoting attention to promoting acceptance of the

4
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

program among the commmnity and other school staff, and (c) by
closely integrating the structure and function of the bilingual
immersion program with the total school program.
11. Ppositive and reciprocal instructional ligate. This refers to the
pramotion of positive interactions between teachers and students
and between language-minority and language-majority students,
including the use of cooperative learming methods. Also, teachers
should adopt a “reciprocal interaction model" instead of adhering
solely to the "traditional tranamission model" of teaching.
Students receive their
irs‘lmx:timtxmcertitiedtaadm They are exposed to a mmber
of teachers who have native or native-like ability in either or
both of the language(s) in which they are teaching. Teachers,
although bilingual, may assume monolingual roles when interacting
with students.

13. Home/school oollaboration. Parental involvement and collaboration

with the school enhances educational outcomes.

In conclusion, studies have indicated that programs can be designed to
similtanecusly meet the needs of language-minority and language-majority
students by carbining the best features of immersion and bilingual education
programs. Bilingual immersion programs have served the needs of both native
English speakers ard native speakers of other languages, and have resulted
in language proficiency in both the other language and in English, academic
achievement at or above grade level as measured in both languages, and
erhanced psychosocial development and cross-cultural attitudes. In doing
580, these programs helped to develop citizens who were hetter prepared to
strengthen bonds of national unity in a time of growing ethnic and
linguistic diversity, and who were better able to mect the moaunting
pressures of internmational campetition in a multilingual world where the
knowledge of languages other than English is essential.

DESCRIPTION OF THE EDISON PROGRAM

Exogran History
The Edison Instructional Program Task Foroe was formed on March 25,
1985, to: (1) review the instructional program at Edison School; (2)

exzmine instructional programs of comparable schools (especially those that
5
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

have been recognized for their excellence); (3) review the latest research
relevant to bilingual instruction and second language acquisition: (4)
address the status of Bdison School as a segregated school; and (5) prepare
a proposal to the Board of Education with regard to a recamended
instructional program (BEdison School Task Force, 1985).

The Task Force met a number of times over a ten-month period, diring
vhich its members read reports, met with experts in second language
education, visited nationally recognized ™model™ bilingual elementary
schools, and consulted with staff of the Center for language Education and
Research (CIEAR) ard the California State Department of Education. The Tasxk
Force recammended the implementation of a bilingual jimmersion program at tre
kindergarten and first-grade levels because it was considered the most
pramising model to pramote high levels of bilingualism, biliteracy, academic
achievement, and positive cross-cultural vttitudes.

Brogram Goals

The goals of the bilingual immersion program were to produce:

1. Normal to superior academic achievement in Spanish and English;

2. Development of proficient bilingual and biliterate skills in

English and Spanish;
3. High levels of self campetence; and
4. Positive cross-cultural attitudes.
Program Desion

The program was designed in concordance with the successful ten-year
Spanish/English Bilingual Immersion Program in the San Diego City Schools.
The specific instructional approach was developed in consultation with
CLEAR, the California State Department of Bducation, the San Diego City
Schools, and the Edison Task Force. Its instructional design was based on a
careful review of the literatwre on successful bilingual and immersion
education programs in the United States and Canada as discussed previously.

The specific articulation of the bilingual immersion program included
four classrooms: two in each of the kindergarten and first-grade levels.
In each grade, two classes were biiingual immersion classrooms and the other
was a non-bilingual immersion mainstream classrocm. The program was
adninistered by the school principal, with oversight and administrative
assistance provided by the school's Title VII Program Specialist.

6
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

According to the instructional design for the bilingual immersion
program, both native English-speaking and native Spanish-speakina
kindergarten and first-grade students received 90% of their instructiomal
day in Spanish. One teacher was to provide the Spanish instruction and use
only Spanigh with the students. For the remaining 10% of the instructional
day, teaching was to be carried cut in English by another teacher of the
same grade. (For the English instruction, each class would move to the
classroam of the English-speaking teacher.) Thus, all academic subject
matter was taught in Spanish except for English language arts and physical
education, which were taught in English. A sample classroom daily schedule
appears in Appendix A.

At the kindergarten level, the two kinderqarten teachers exchanged
classroams for the English instruction. At the first-grade level, teachers
were teamed at the beginmning of the year with a non-bilingual immersion
teacher for English languaje arts. Thus, each of the bilingual immersion
classes moved to the non-bilingual immersion teacher's class for English
language arts. However, this move evidently was very time-consuming,
especially for the non-bilingual immersion class which was moved twice a
day. Thus, the three teachers decided to exchange classrooms such that each
teacher taught each class consecutively for thres days. Thus, Teacher A
taught class B on day 1, class C on day 2, and her own class on day 3. This
change violated criterion 5 of bilingual immersior education discussed
previcusly, which states that bilingual immersion teachers must separate
the two languages for instruction so that ane teacher uses only one language
with the children. Although the teachers had at least weekly contact with
CLEAR, this change was never discussed with CLEAR.

The instructional content in the projram was equiva'ant to that for
non-participating students at the same grades at Bdison. However, schedules
were developed far teaching all of the required academic subjects using
methods appropriate for students' grade levels, and for enabling both native
Speanish-speaking and native English-spezking studants to acquire language
skills in both languages.

RBCT Xt FrOOKIIeSs

Recruitment problems were because the bilingual immersion
progran was immovative and parents would be naturally oconcerned about

7
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BEdison's Bilingual Immersion Program

enrolling their children in a new program. Several approaches were used to
recruit students.

A brochure was produced in Spanish and English to provide parents and
cammity members with information about the bilingual immersion program.
The brochure contained the following information: A concrete definition of
bilingual immersion education, the percentage of use of the two languages
vithin the program, the instructional design, the goals of the program, the
advantages of this type of educational program, and a consent foim.

In addition, the Edison 1985-86 academic year principal and the Title
VIT coordinator visited preschools and PIA meetings to talk with parents
about the bilingual immersion program. Edison and CIEAR staff met on
mmerous occasions with parents who were interested in the program and
wanted more information.

In the begiming of the fall, 1986 semester, the Title VII coordinator
met with many of the parents to discuss the bilingual immersion program and
answer questions. In addition, for the first two days, parents were invited
to attend an informal get-together to discuss the program. At these
meetings, Edison and CLEAR staff provided the parents with additional
information. Media coverage during the first weeks of the fall semester was
used to publicize the program and to assist in the recruiting strateqy.

In the spring, 1986 semester, Edison began ancther recruitment and
public relations effort. Fliers advertising classroom visitations in the
bilingual immersion classrooms were sent to prosnective parents and
preschools. Intetastalinﬂvmlscmldﬁsitﬂnclasmmmmsday
mornings fram 10:00 - 12:00. A mmber of individuals visited the various
classrooms. ‘Also, as an innovative recruitment strategy, BEdison teachers
and the principal designed a T-shirt that was sold to the students at Edison
and other interested individuals. The T-shirt read on the front, "1 @
EBCOMING BILINGUAL AT EDISON," and on the back, "YW @ SER BILINGUE EN
EDISON. "

Enrollment into the bilingual immersion program was voluntary amd
required the parent's signature on a consent farm. Students not placed in
the bilingual immersion program were enrolled into the regular mainstream
educational program at Bdison.
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Preservice training was given the Edison teachers, the principal,
and the Title VII coordinator, by staff of CIEAR and the California State
Department of Education. The major goals of the preservice training were to
introduce the participants to the ratiocnale for bilingual immersion, provide
them with an understanding of the major components underlying the bilingual
imnersion model (e.g., sheltered language instruction, cooperative learning,
home/school collaboration, etc.), and help them with anriculum plaming.

The administrators and teachers also attended a CIEAR Seminar on
Teaching in Bilingual Immersion Programs. The purpose of this seminar was
to bring together tsschers and principals from the faxr schools that
implemented a bilingual immsrsion program in 1985-86 to discuss
instructional strategies, materials, cxrricullm, and recruitment plans. i

Other professional develorment activities included seminars on learning 3
how to use the Student Oral lLanguage Cbservation Matrix (SOIOM); discussions ‘
of problems associated with the bilingual immersion model; and inservice |
workshops on testing instructions, testing procedures, recruitment
strategies, cbtaining additional funding, and related matters.

CIEAR also produced five reports for the parents, teachers, and
&‘lninismtiveltaffthatmiwt-tirqactiﬂtismﬂmntsto
date. In addition, CIEAR attended and participated in all of the parent and
Board of BEducation meetings where the bilingual immersion program was
discussed.
Finally, CIEAR prepared a proposal requesting funding for Edison
School's bilingual immersion program that was sulmitted to mumerous
corparations by the school principal. Also, Edison School's program was
described in a nationally distributed CLEAR Directory of Bilingual Immersion
Programs (Lindholm, 1987a).

Clase Cxposition

The goal of classroom camposition was 67% Limited English Proficient
(LEP) rative Spanish speakers and 33% Fluent English Proficient (FEP)
speakars. With the eosption of ane first-grade classromm, this goal was
met in the first year of program implemsntation. The classroom cosposition
for each class is listed in Table 1. Many of the FEP stidents were
Spenish/English bilinguals, especially at the first-grade level. At the

19



Table 1
Classroom Composition:
Limited English Proficient (LEP) vs. Fluent English Proficient (FEP)

1EP (%) EEP (%) Total
Kindercarten:
Class 1 17  (61) 11 (39) 26
Class 2 19 (63) 11 (37) 30
Totals 36 (62) 22 (38) 58
First:
Class 3 19 (70) 8 (30) 27
Class 4 18 (67) 9 (33) 27
Totals 37 (69) 17 (31) 54
10
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

kindergarten level, 4 (7%) FEPS were Spanish/English bilinguals, ard at the
first-grade level, 10 (18%) FEPS were Spanish/English bilinguals.
Smary Prograp Deecription

In sumary, the bilingual immersion program at Bdison Elementary School
mwwamoﬁmmwummmm
bilingual immsrsion programs. The program integrated language instruction
with content instruction in the traditional academic areas, and provided for
dewithmmmmfm. Parents were
involved in a positive collaborative relationship with teachers and
adninistrators, and efforts were made to develop a positive social climate
for the program within the school.

METHODOLOGY
Research Framework
The evaluation model, adapted from Qmmins (1979) and Cortés (1986),
was an interaction model with three main camponents: (1) Hame Background

Factors, or the non-school familial characteristics that affect the school
context; (2) School Context, including two aspects of the school educational
process (Instructional Characteristics, including instructional features,
mmnm,mmugmm;mmmucs, including
skills, strategies, attitudes, motivation and psychological functioning):
and (3) Program Outcames, including language proficiency, academic
achievement, and psychosocial performance.

The evaluation model is illustrated in Figur- 1. This is a complex
model where many factors help to determine program outcomes. For example,
the Hame Backgromd Factors influence the School Context ocamponents.
Instructional Characteristics, in like mamner, are related to Student
Characteristics. It is the interrelationships among these different
variables that influence Program Outcomes. This model served as the
framswork for formilating and testing hypotheses.

mmammhmmmwmmmy.
mm(:mm)mmmmmmmmmms
interact to produce particular program outcomes.

21




HOME BACKGROUND FACTORS

Language Use/Exposure to 12
Parents' educational background
Home literacy

Homework help

Attitudes toward

Parental Participation

J SCHOOL CONTEXT

mwm’ Student Characteristics

Positive teacher-student ' Oral proficiency in English

interactions | Oral proficiency in Spanish
Comprehensible 12 input ’F — Academic/readiness skills
|

Challenging L1 input inn
Integration of content/ Perceived competence
language ! Language aptitude

students
Number of hours of Aide
instruction
Cooperative learning
Separation of languages
for instruction
Integration of Spanish
and English students
during interaction

Ratio of Spanish:English ‘
|

!

OUTCOMES

Spanish proficiency
English proficiency
Academic achievement
Perceived competence
Attitudes toward Ll/L2

Figure 1. Evaluation Model Depicting the Variables and Their Proposed
Relationships.
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Research Questions

Student Characteristics:

a. What aze the students' language abilities and school performance
as rated by their parents?

b. What parcentage of students attended preschool?

Home Background Factors:

a. Wat are the education and coopation levels and language skills
of the parents? How are they related to the language skills of
their children?

Ianguage and Literacy-Related Bshaviors in the Home:

a. What lanyuage(s) is (are) used in the home?

b. How often are children read to by their parents? Do parents
diftsrinwmmeynadtoﬂnird:ildmbylmge
background (native Spanish vs. native English speakers) or grade
(kindexrgarten vs. first)?

C. What reading materials and what languages are used when parents
read to their children?

d. How frequently do families use the library?

e. How frequently do parents help their children with homework?

Language Proficiency:

a. How doee the level of second language proficiency change after one
year of Spanish instruction?

b. How does the level of first language proficiency change after one
year of Spanish instruction?

Achievement:

a. What are the levels of math and reading achievemert in Spanish?

b. What are the levels of math and reading (and language, in first

grade) achisvement in English? Are there performance diffarences
between bilingual versus non-bilingual immersion program
participants in math and reading achievement in English?

C. Are there achievement differences related to the grade level of

’ the student (kindergarten vs. first grade) or native language

‘ background of the student (English vs. Spanish)?

!
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6. Perceived Self Campetence:

a. What are the levels of academic, peer, physical and maternal/child
relationship competencies?

b. Do the students' self-assessments vary according to the grade
level (kindergarten vs. first) or native language background
(Spanish vs. English) of the students?

7. Attitudes toward the bilingual immersion program:

a. What are the parents' attitudes toward the bilinoual immersion
program?

b. What are the students' impressions of the bilingual immersion
progran?

C. What zre the Edison bilingual immersion staffs members' attitudes
toward the bilingual immersion program?

Research Desian

The design of the study utilized both survey and experimental
camponents. In terms of the swrvey camponents, students' academic
adﬂavanentwasasseseedatﬂueaﬂofthesdmlyaar;pammscmpleteda
written interview schedule; and teachers and program administrators
campleted an evaluation questionmaire at the end of the school year.

The research design for the outcome evaluation was a 2 (grade level:
kindergarten vs. first) x 2 (language group: Spanish vs. English) factorial
design. For achievement test data in English, there was an additional
factor of education group (bilingual immersion vs. non-bilingual immersion).
Pbrﬂ:esehtterdata,ﬂm,ﬂndesimwasazmradelwel:khﬂergarten
vs. first) x 3 (educational group: Spanish bilingual immersion vs. English
bilingual immersion vs. non-bilingual immersion) factorial design.

Research Participants
Student Sample

In the first year, a total of 112 students participated in the
bilingual immersjon progyam research. Of these 112 students, 58 were
kindergartners and 54 were first graders. In the two kindergarten classes,
36 (62%) were native Spanish speakers, 18 (31%) were native English
speakers, and 4 (7%) were Spanish/English bilinguals. The two first grade
classes contained 37 (69%) native Spanish-gpeaking students, 7 (13%) native
English-speaking students and 10 (18%) Spanish/Fnglish bilingual students.

14
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In a parental questiomnaire (see questiomnaire description under
"Instrumentation"), 83 parents provided information about the children's
preschool attendance, language ability, and school performance.

As Table 2 shows, most of the stidents attended preschool with
slightly more first graders than kindergartners having gone to preschool.
In terms of their language ability, almost all of the English speakers were
rated as having more English than Spanish abilities. Of the Spanish-
speaking students, approximately 25% were rated as bilingual and the
remainder were rated as having more Spanish than English language skills.
When the parents were asked whether their children had difficulty in
understanding them when they used their native language, about 50% of the
parents replied "never," most of the remainder responded "scmetimes," and
only a few parents indicated "often." Finally, in rating their children's
school performance, most parents felt their children were doing "well" or
"extremely well® and only a few said “average."

AsanpleofBQIEPardmsuﬂu:tsmtmnedinﬂiebilirgual
immersion program formed a control group on the English academic achievement
test (CTBS-U). This group was camprised of 20 kindergartners and 19 first
graders.

Parent Sample

A total of 83 parents responded to the parental questionmaire. The
parental questiomnaire asked questions relating to the education level,
occupation, Spanish and English ability, cammmity involvement, and other
parental characteristics. These data are presented in Table 3.

Ocaupation was classified using the Hollingshead (1965) Index of Social
Position. This scale provided a rumeric score for each type of job
classification for statistical analysis. The mean cccupation levels were
4.1 for fathers and 5.7 for mothers.

Two-wey analyses of variance assessed whether the education levels of
mdiftu‘dmdhqtoﬂumlmmlwhadmﬂofthe
student. Speanish- and English-speaking fathers differed in their levels of
education. English-speeking and kindergarten fathers had more years of
schooling than Spanish-speaking fathers (F(1,82) = 34.4, p < .001) and
first-grade fathers (F(1,82) = 4.5, p < .05), respectively. Similarly,
mmmmmmmﬂmnnmmo:mmgﬂm
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Table 2
Percentages of Selected Student Characteristics

Kindergartners First Graders
English Spanish English Sspanish
(p=14) (D=28) (n=4) (p=37)

Student Characterjstics
1. Attended preschool 71.4% 80.1% 100.0%¢ 80 0%

2. Child's language ability:

English better than Spanish 78.5 0.0 75.0 9.0
Spanish better than English 14.3 78.6 25.0 66.6
Bilingual 7.1 21.4 0.0 30.3
3. Difficulty understanding Li:
Never 64.3 50.C 66.6 46.0
Sometimes 28.6 46.4 33.3 43.2
Often 7.1 3.6 0.0  10.8
4. Rating of school performance:
Well to Extremely well 71.4 85.7 100.0 91.9
Average 28.6 14.3 0.0 5.4
Poorly to Very poorly 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7
16
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Total
(p=83)

(p=37)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
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English Spanish
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Table 3
Means and Percentages of Particular Parent Characteristics
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Spanish-speaking mothers (F(1,82) = 47.8, p < .001) and first-grade mothers
(F(1,82) = 5.3, p < .05), respectively. English-speaking fathers and
mothexsmmlﬁmlytohavemtocouegemdtohavecmpletedhigh
school than were Spanish-speaking parents. About one fourth of the
mmmmmumymo:mumorless,m
another half never entered high school. These differences in level of
education among the parents are important to recognize because research has
shon that the educational level of the parent is highly correlated with
student academic achievement \McGowan & Jaohnson, 1984). Finally, most of
mmnmmmminhdwmﬂemamjoﬁtyof
English-speaking parents were educated in the U.S.

Not surprisingly, the Spanish-speaking parents had more proficient
skills in Spanish than the English-speaking parents (F(1,82) = 20.6, p <
-001), and the English-speaking parents were more proficient in Erglish
than the Spanish-speaking parents (F(1,82) = 65.0, P < .001). Approximately
20% of the parents could at least cammmicate basic ideas in the non-native
language, whereas over 50% could only camamicate a little or not at all in
the non-native language.

Comemj:gpumts'expectatimofﬂxemmtofsdxoolmgﬂxeirddld
would camplete, almost all (85% to 100%) parents replied that they wanted
their child tc go to college. No parents responded that they expected less
than a high school graduation. Thus, all of the parents held high academic
expectations for their children.

RICLCe SN LALACY=32laTed Benaviors 1n the Home

ormation about language and literacy-related behaviors in the hame
was also cbtained from the parent questiomnaire. Table 4 shows that,
warall,mglishmmstlﬁmlytobeusadinmglm-spea)mghmesmﬂ
Spanish in Spanish-speaking hames. In a few homes, both English and Spanish
mspdm:axﬂinanhm,alangmgeaﬂnrﬂanmgnshcrmwas
used. Overall, fwdﬁl&mmwmﬂmmmmﬂw
hame envirorment.

Several questions dealt with the parents' literacy interactions with
the children. When asked whether they read to their children, most of the
mm%,"mtwﬂuwmmﬂum
parents, where only 69% replied "yes." However, the frequency with which
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

the parents read to their children varied among the parents: English-
speaking parents (mean = 3.8) read to their children more frequently than
Spanish-speaking parents (mean = 2.7) (F(1,82) = 11.2, P € .01). Overall,
though, the large majority of parents read at least once a week to their
children. Most of these parents read "children's books" or a "cambination"
of reading materials. Also, most parents read to their children in their
native language, and a few parents read in both Spanish and English. There
was no difference between parents in the frequency with which they used the

iomaire was developed by CIEAR staff to

(l)ﬂiepaxm'tts educational backgrounds, (2)
the parents' ability to speak Spanish and English, (3) the language
interaction patterns between the child and various family members, (4) the
pare~ts' satisfaction with the bilingual immersion program, (5) the
parents' ratings of their children's cognitive skills, (6) the literacy
materials in the home in each language, and (7) the extent to which parents
encouraged literacy in their children. The questionnaire was completed in
either an English or a Spanish version, depending on the language facility

California State Dapart:nant of mmtim's Bilingual Immersion Project
Teacher Questionnaire (Spring, 1986). The purpose of this questiornaire was
to collect information relating to the teachers' and principals': (1)
teaching authorization and experience; (2) in-service training; (3)
satisfaction with the bilingual immersion program; (¢) develogment of
materials in Spanish; (5) imiasofﬁnmtraintstoteadﬂ:qina
bilingual irmmersion program; and (6) knowledge and attitudes toward
bﬂi:gualdmtimmﬂf‘ndmtimothngmgenimﬁtym

of nomm-referenced tests for grades K-12 (Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills: Bxaminer's Marual, 198la, 1981b,). The series was designed to
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measure achievewent in English in the basic skills normally found in U.S.
anricula (i.e., reading, spelling, language, mathematics, reference skills,
science, and social studies). ILevel A (Kindergarten) contained tests in two
bagsic content areas: Reading and mathematics. These content areas were
assessed in five separate subtests: (1) Visual Recognition, (2) Sound
Recognition, (3) Vocabulary, (4) Oral Coaprehension, and (5) Mathematics
Concepts and Applications.

Level C (Grade 1) of the CTBS-U included tests in three basic content
areas: Reading, language and mathematics. These content areas were
measured in six separate subtests: (1) Word Attack, (2) Vocahulary, (3)
Reading Comprehension, (4) language Bxpression, (5) Mathematics Camputation,
and (6) Mathematics Concepts and Applications.

Norms on these tests wers based on fall and spring national samples of
students in the U.S. The cambined fall and spring norming samples contained
approximately 250,000 students in Grades K through 12 from public, Catholic,
and private schools. In this norming sample, 6.1% of the students came from
hames in which a language other than English was spoken most of the time
(see CTBS Examiner's lhnnl, 198la, 198].b)

shey s-Espaiiol (CTBS-Esparicl) was a
Spaniﬂalmquagaadaptatimofﬂnmhhcm-swingmﬂmﬂmﬁcs
achievement tests for grades 1-8 (Camprehensive Test of Basic Skills-
Espaiicl: Examiner's Marmal, 1978). It was developed by the Norwalk-La
Mirada Unified School District in Southern California and consisted of five
subtests: (1) Word Recognition I, (2) Word Recognition II, (3) Reading
Coprehension, (4) Mathematics Concepts and Applications, and (5)
Mathematics Computation.

In the standardization of the CTBS-Espaficl, approximately 8,000
Spanish-speaking students in the United States tock both the Spanish version
and the English version (i.e., the CTES-S). The norming information on the
CTBS-Espaiicl was developed in terms of the national norms for the CTBES-S.
Thus, the norm tables provided an estimate of the raw score that a student
would have cbtained on the CTBS-S, based on his or her raw score on the
CTBS-Espaficl, assmuming basic ocampetency in English and Spanish. This
estimate was then campared to CTBS-S norms. Similarly, the percentiles were

21
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not for the CIBS~Espafiol; rather, assuming a basic campetency in English and
Spanish, they were estimates of the percentile a student with a given raw
score on the CTBES-Espafiol would have received if the CTBS-S had boen taken.

amofmiwmmmmmmmm
Grades K-9 for native Spanish speakers (Cole, Trent & Wadell, 1984). Ja
Prueba was administered in Spanish and assessed students' progress in the
basic skills of reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and science.
ia Prueba level 6 was designed primarily for kindergarten students; level 7
was designed primarily for first grade students.

Ievels 6 and 7 measured basic skills in reading and mathematics via
five subtests: (1) Reading Camprehension, (2) Vocabulary, (3) Word Study
Skills, (4) Mathematics Camputation, and (5) Mathematics Problem Solving.
National norms were not developed largely because of the diverse and uneven
distribution of Spanish-literate students in the United States. Instead,
local reference group norms were developed. The norms used in this report
were developed from testing 9,587 students in the Southwestern United States
in kindergarten through eighth grade.

Bilingqual Syntax Measure

The Bilinqual Syntax Measure (BSM) assessed students' (in grades K-2)
mastery of basic cral syntactic structures in both English and Spanish,
mmmmmmsmmunicumumm
patterms (Burt, Dalay & Hernandez, 1976a,b). Scoring placed the students on
a range from 1 to 6, with 1 corresponding to "no ability" in the language,
and 6 representing "mastery.” The tsst also categorized students into ane
of thres proficiency levels in either or both languages: (1) A score of 1
arZyioldtdaclassiﬂatimotm-agnumﬂcimtmEP)orwush
Proficient (NSP); (2) A score of 3, 4, or 5 produced the classification of
Limited English Proficient (IEP) or Limited Spanish Proficient (IsP); amd
(3) A score of 6 yielded a classification of Fluent English Proficient (FEP)
or Fluent Spanish Proficient (FSP).

IDEA Proficiency Tesc

The IIEA Proficiency Test (IPT) placed students in one of seven oral

language proficiency levels—-fram beginning to mastery--and assisted in the
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c]aasifimtimofstﬂ.ttsmdbgtoznlativelcvelsofbilin;ualisn
(Ballard, Tighe, & Dalton, 1982; Dalton, 1980). The test was individually
administered in both English and Spanish, and measured four basic areas of
cral language proficiency: Vocabulary, camprehension, syntax, and verbal
ogpression. With six levels of difficulty, the student could advance level-
by-level until the test was campleted, or stop at the proficiency level
indicated by his or her psrforsance. Also, as with the BSM, the IFT scores
could be converted to the same three language proficiency categories: (1)
Non-English Proficiency (NEP) and Non-Spanish Proficiency (NSP) were
mmmﬂcwmmal,wm:mmmms
scored a 1 or 2; (2) Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and Limited Spanish
Proficiency (ISP) were given to kindergartners with a score of 2, first
gradexswithamof3,ormﬂgraduswithmot3or4;uﬂ(3)
Fluent English Proficiency (FEP) and Fluent Spenish Proficiency (FSP) were
assigned to kindergartners who scored a 3 or higher, to first graders who
scored a 4 or higher, and to second graders who scored a 5 or 6.

Stude - - N rVa patrix (SOLOM) was a rating
Me,mbyunmummwofmum,ﬁm
assessed children's Spanish oral language proficiency on a scale of 1 to 5
for five domains: (1) Comprehension, (2) Fluency, (3) Vocabulary, (4)
Proounciation, and (5) Grammar. Teachers did not administer a test, hut
reflected on the students' language abilities after extensive interactions
with the student in a mmber of different situational contexts. The SOILOM
resenbles a matrix, with the five domains listed down the left-hand side of
th.ntrix:incadxdminﬂmnmﬁvcdiﬂumtlwﬂsofabﬂity. The
abﬂitylcwlsmmmmmm;mthepaga;mm
ripresents a description of language behavior ability appropriate for a
perticular damain (e.g., grammar at ability level 2: "Grammar and word order
«arors make caprehension difficult. Must often rephrase or restrict vhat
is said to basic pattems.”) The scores ranged from 1, representing almost
mability,tos,dsigmﬂngmlmgmlmtivolpaharabﬂitytcreada
domain,
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Xgm_qm,m (Pemd.vad Qmpstmce 80&10) wvas a self-rq:ort .mstnmnt
that meamured the child's sense of campetence across farxr damains
(cognitive, physical, peer and maternal), where each damain constituted a
wmumimm&m,naa,mw.m
overlapping versions of this individually acministered scale were used, one
forldxﬂumandmmrﬁrstmﬂmﬂgrm. The cognitive
mmmamumm:wfmmrs
mwmmm;mmWMe
mmmvsmwpuﬂxmwmm;mmim
campetence subscale focused on competency in sports and outdoor games; and
mmymdmmmpmmmofmim
maternal activities or behaviors that muchers engage in with four- to seven-
year olds. Each of the 24 items was pictarially represented in a bound
booklet of pictures. The child was read a brief statement about each child
in the picture. He or she was first asked to pick the child who was most
lﬂ:ehincrlnr,uﬂﬂmtohﬂiate,bypointhgtothewiate
ckule,Mmthatd:ﬂdmalotlﬂmhinormr(ﬁnbigcimle),or
justalittlelilehimcrher(tmmllercircle). Items were scored from
1 (low campetence) to 4 (high campetence).
Validity checks

As noted above, much of the instrumentation was redundant in the sense
that different scales assessed similar achievement skills and abilities.
Mﬁmemm,ﬂm{m,Wm
validity among the various measures. In particular, both the BSM and the
IFT were used to classify students' Bnglish and Spanish language
m:w,mmmmmvmfwm'
mmmfmmfmm(ommm, Fluency,
Vocabulary, and Grammar.

mmmy,mmmwwm-w.-autm

mh.i.ghlym.atnd(:-r.91,p<.001):uﬂﬂu8pmuﬂ1m-mst-'mstwas
significantly related to the Spanish IPT score (r = .51, p <.001) and the
SOLOM Total score (r = .75, p < .001). The correlation between the SOLOM

total score and the BSM-Fost-Test scores was similar to the correlaticos
24
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(kindergarten: r = .73, first grade: r = .71) reported in a validity study
of the SOLOM when it is used in English (Zehler, 1986). The English BSM-
Pre-Test was pogitively related to the English BSM-Post Test (r = .71, p <
.001); and the English BSM-Fost-Test was positively correlated with the
English IFT (r = .54, p < .001). The correlation between the SOLOM total
scores and the Spanish IPFT scores was also significant (r = .54, p < .001).
Procedures

In November and December, 1986, CIEAR individually administered the
mimwmwmmmmumuwm. In
May, 1987, CIEAR individually administered the IDEA Proficiency Test (IFT)
to all children in both Spanish and English. All students also participated
in achievement testing. The Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District
requires periocdic assessments using the CTBS. Thus, all students were
administered the CTBS-U and the Ia Prueba test in May and June, 1987, by
their teachers. In addition, the CTBS-Espafiol test was group-administered
in Octcber, 1986, and again in May, 1987, by the students' teachers.
Mmmmmymmmmmmm(m
in Spanish and in English in September and Octcber, 1986, and again in May
and June, 1987, by Santa Monica-Malibu Unified School District staff. As
with most longitudinal studies, missing data arcee because of wtudent
attrition, or absences on the days of data collection.

mmwmmmmmummtﬂx(m
ir. Jaruary, 1987. The SOLOM was completed in terms of Spanish proficiency
only. Also, in May, 1987, the teachers, the principal, and Title VII
cocrdinator filled ocut the Bilingual Immersion Program Questionnaire.

Finally, the parent questiomnaire was sent to the parents of all
children in the bilingual immersion program in April, 1987. The
mmmwwmmmmm@es:or
their retum to CIEAR. Two mestings were held to help parents answer the
Questionnaire. Those parents who did not return the questionnaires within
mmmmmmummmwmm
over the phone.




Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

The Student Oral language Cbsexvation Matrix (SOLOM) consisted of
teachers' evaluations of students’ oral language proficiency in Spanish in
five domains. Average rankings for the kindergarten and first-grade
children are presented in Table 5 and Figure 2. These data are presented
separately for English dominant and Spornish dominant students.

From inspection of Table 5 and Figure 2, it is clear that teachers
mlmtdﬂnwmabﬂityofﬂuwdﬁldmnm
higher than that of the English-dominant children. This was true in both
grade levels. Intezestingly, Bnglish-dominant children tended to have
higlmmﬂd:gs.tnomwﬂmimuﬂmiatimﬂnninﬂumcy,
vocabulary, or gramuar.
Idea Proficiency Test

meIdeaPmﬁcimcylbstmmimdsuﬂems'lammgepmﬁciencyin
both English and Spanish. Scores from the IPT were also used to categorize
shximts,intermofﬂnirlmguagemficimineadzlmguage,hrtom
of three groups (non-proficient, limited proficient, and fluent proficient).
'Bms,eadxshﬂmtmclassiﬁedintoanofﬂmmﬁciemygzmpsin
bo"hﬁxeirdmﬁnntarﬂrm-&nimnthrm. Results are presented in
Table 6.

Here, students consistently had superior scores in their dominant
language. Among the kindergarten students, for exanple, 73% of the English-
m,mwwmmwszmummme
”ﬂumtproﬁcimt"mtego:y(fartlnirlmuageofdmimme). For the
Zirst graders, the corresponding percentages were 100% and 54%.

Spenish-dminant students also tended to be more proficient in their
secand language than English-dominant students in theirs. In the
mm:m,w&ammmmm,mwanofm
Mmm,mdmuwu'wﬁcimt"intheir
respective second language. For the first graders, 1008 of the English-
mm,mww&ummm,m
clanifidu"rm—ptoficimt"inmirmtiwmlanguaqe.




Table 5

Mean SOLOM Ratings (and Standard Deviations) by Grade

For Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

Kindergarten First Grade
SOLOM Domain English Spanish English Spanish
(n=18) (n=38) (n=7) (n=44)

Oral Comprehension 2.4(1.3) 4.9(0.2) 2.0(1.7) 4.8(0.4)

Fluency 1.7(0.9) 4.8(0.4) 1.7(1.5) 4.6(0.7)
Vocabulary 1.9(1.1) 4.5(0.6) 1.9(1.6) 4.5(0.5)
Pronunciation 2.1(1.2) 4.4(0.8) 3.3(1.6) 4.9(0.3)
Grammar 1.7(0.9) 4.4(0.7) 1.9(1.6) 4.8(0.4)

Note. The SOLOM domain scores are based on teacher ratings
of students' Spanish language proficiency (1 = "almost no
ability" to 5 = "monolingual native speaker ability").




Fiqure 2
Meon SOLOM Rolings in Spanish by Grade
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Table 6

Oral Language Proficiency After One Year: Findings From the

Idea Proficiency Test By Grade and Language Group

Einderaarten (n's & %$'s)
English  Spanish  Total

First Language
Non-Proficient

Limited Proficient
Fluent Proficient
IPT Mean (SD)

Second lLandquage
Non-Proficient

Limited Proficient
Fluent Proficient
IPT Mean (SD)

0 (0.0)
4 (26.7)
11 (73.3)
3.9 (1.6)

English

6 (40.0)
8 (53.3)
1 (6.7)
1.7 (0.8)

1 (3.4)
12 (41.4)
16 (55.2)
2.9 (1.1)

Spanish

9 (31.0)
16 (55.2)
4 (13.8)
1.9 (0.7)

Enalish Spanish

Eirst Language
Non-Proficient
Limited Proficient
Fluent Proficient
IPT Mean (SD)

Second Language
Non-Proficient
Limited Proficient
Fluent Proficient
IPT Mean (SD)

0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
6 (100.0)

5.5 (1.4)

4 (9.3)
16 (37.2)
23 (53.5)
4.0 (1.5)

English  Spanish

6 (100.0)

0 (0.0)
0 (0.0)
1.8 (0.4)

21 (48.8)

12 (27.9)
10 (23.3)
2.7 (0.9)

1 (2.3)
16 (36.4)

27 (61.4)

Total
15 (34.1)

24 (54.5)

5 (11.4)

Total

4 (8.2)
16 (32.7)
29 (59.2)

Iotal

27 (55.1)
12 (24.5)
10 (20.4)

Note. Proficiency classifications are based on IPT scores.
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mmwmmtwmmgmmmmm
(as well as a caposite score), are presented in Table 7. Mean scores,
percentile rankings, and stanine scores are presented separately for
kindergarten and first grade, and separately for English-dominant and
Spanish-dominant students. Figure 3 graphically presents the percentile
ranks for the reading, math and camposite scores for the kindergarten and
first grade students.

Findings fram Ia Pruebs clearly indicated that students performed at
average or above average levels (all of the stanine scores were 5 or above;
and the percentile ranks were 49 or above). Most noteworthy was the
performance of the English-dominant first graders in math, where their score
vas equivalent to a parcentile rank of 83.

In addition, each of the scales in la Prueba consisted of several
subscales. Table 8 presents the subscales in reading (i.e., camprehension,
vocabulary, and word study skills) and mathematics (i.e., camputation and
problem solving), and the percentages of "correct responses" for each
subscale. In concert with the findings for the mean scores from la Prueba,
stidents correctly answered over half of the items on each subscale of the
test. This level of performance corresponded to an "average" performance on
all subscales, according to oconversion tables provided by the test
developers (see Cole et al., 1984).

One-way analyses of variance were conducted for each grade level on
each of the three total scores to test for main effect of language group
(Spanish vs. English). On all six of the ANOVAS, there were no significant
dﬂfmmmmwmlmmmateiﬂmﬂm

I.ncmdertoamtaingaiminlmuagepmﬁciencyarﬂacadanic
achievement for the bilingual immersion students, pre~ and post-tests were
cbtained on the Bilingual Syntax Measure and the CTBS-Espaficl. Also,
camparison data were available from a control group of students who were
not enrolled in the bilingual immersion program on the CTBS-U.
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Table 7
La Prueba Mean Achievement Scores by Grade

for Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

Kindexgarten
Enalish Spanish
Mean (SD) Rank Stanine Mesn (SD}! Rank Stanine
Totals
Reading 19.0 (2.8) 49 5 19.3 (4.3) 49 5
Math 19.1 (2.9) 62 6 18.0 (3.5) 53 5
Composite 19.3 (2.1) 55 5 18.” (3.2 55 5
First Grade
English Spanish
Mean (SD) Rank Stanine Mean (SD) Rank Stanine
Iotals
Reading 21.9 (3.0) 68 6 22.0 (4.2) 68 6
Math 21.9 (2.4) 33 7 15.8 (4.8) 64 5
Composite 22.1 (1.9) 76 6 21.1 (4.0) 74 6

Note. Rarks are percentile ranks; stanines have a potential
range of 1 to 9 with a stanine equal to 5 considered "average."
n's for English speaking students were 16 and 17 for kindergarten
and first grade, respectively; n's for Spanish speaking students
were 37 and 37 for kindergarten and first grade, respectively.
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Table 8
La Prueba Percentages Correct by Grade

For Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

Kindergarten
Spanish
(n=16) (n=37)
Reading
Comprehension 72.3 77.6
Vocabulary 65.6 59.5
Word Study Skills 8l1.0 82.1
Mathematjcs
Computation 84.6 76.3
Problem Solving 64.4 65.5
Eirst Grade
English Spanish
(n=17) (n=37)
Readjing
Comprehension 85.6 81.6
Vocabulary 6l1.2 74.1
Word Study Skills 80.5 76.3
Mathematics
Computation 89.2 81.3
Problem Solving 85.7 76.8

Note. Reading totals, math totals, and the composite totals
are presented in Table (5, preceding]. All "percent correct"
figures convert to "average" rankings according to norms for the
La Prueba Achievement Test.
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Bilingual Svntax Measure

Tne Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM) assessed oral mastery in both
Spanish and English. Pre-test, post-test, and gain scores are presented for
each lanquage by grade and language daminance in Table 9. Figures 4 and 5
provide a graphic representation of the pre-test and post-test "SM scores
in Spanish and English, respectively.

Mﬂmmmmmmwmﬂnpost-test
in both English and Spanish, the only significant increases occurred for:
(1) Spanish dominant kindergartners in Spanish proficiency; (2) Spanish-
dmbnmld:ﬂuminmishmficm:mﬂﬂ)m-dnimnt
first graders in English proficiency. Although Spanish-dominant and
&glmwmwmmmminﬂairlmmgeof
dmimnce,ﬂnlaxgastgaiminlmuaqeproﬁciecyocanadfornqlim-
dmimntshﬂfmtshSpanishmficiccy,wﬂfa:Spaniﬂrdmimmﬂents
in English proficiency. In sum, none of the students experienced a loss in
nativelamragaaldllsmﬂmstofthesuﬂmtsexperiunadmgainsin
second language skills.

CIBS-Espajio] (First Graders)

The CTBES-Ppafiol assessed academic achievement in a Spanish language
instrument. P:e-mﬂpostdtestdatamcouectadforﬂxeﬁrstgraders
particinating in the biliigual immersion program. Table 10 presents the
pre- . : and post-test percentile rankings and stanine scores for English-
cominant ar<i Spanish-dominant students. The percentile ranks for reading
and math pre-tes*. and post-tes. scores are depicted in Fiqure 6.

According o the percentile rankings at the pre-test and the post-test,
students made striking gains in reading and mathematics. Among the English-
mm,mmwmmmuwnatmm,
but 63 to 76 at the post-test. Thus, the students were performing above
average at the post-testing. In athematics, their achievement gains were
even more dramatic. Pre-test rankings in mathematics ranged from 24 to 65,
whereas post-test rankings ranged fram 91 to 94. Grade equivalencies also
Wmmmmmmmummwm
level, but finished the program at or above grade level. However, these
results should be imarpreted with caution as the sample size was mmall
n=7).
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Table 9 |
Changes in Bilingual Syntax Measure |
by Language Group and Grade

Kindergarten
Enalish Dominant Spanish Dominant _Total
BSM: Spanish Language (Dp=16) (p=39) (p=55)
Pre-Test 1.9 (1.4) 4.2 (0.8) 3.5 (1.4)
Post-Test 2.2 (1.6) 4.6 (0.5) 3.9 (1.5)
Gain 0.3 (0.6) 0.4 (0.7)* 0.4 (0.7)*
BSM: English Language (D=14) (n=39) (p=53)
Pre-Test 4.0 (1.4) 1.6 (1.0) 2.2 (1.5)
Post-Test 4.0 (1.4) 2.5 (1.4) 2.9 (1.5)
Gain 0.0 (0.0) 0.9 (1.0)* 0.7 (1.0)%*
Eirst Grade
Engiish Dominant Spanish Dominant _Total
BSM: Spanish Language (n=6) (D=53) (n=59)
Pre-Test 2.7 (1.9) 4.9 (0.2) 4.7 (0.9)
Post-Test 3.5 (1.0) 5.0 (0.2) 4.8 (0.6)
Gain 0.8 (1.0) 0.0 (0.1) 0.1 (0.4)
BSM: English Language (D=4) (D=54) (p=58)
Pre-Test 4.0 (1.4) 2.6 (1.4) 2.7 (1.4)
Post-Test 4.8 (0.5) 3.7 (1.0) 3.8 (1.0)
Gain 0.8 (1.5) 1.1 (1.2)* 1.0 (1.2)*
Note. BSM range is 1 (little or no ability) to 5 (native
proficiency). Students achieving a 5 on the pre-test were assigned a 5 on
:?:h p:s:.-t::f Gain scores marked with an asterisk (*) were significant
35
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BSM Mean Scores in Spanish

Figqure 4
Chonges in BSM Scores in Spanish by Grode ond Longuaoge Group
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Table 10
First Graders' Achievement Gains on the

CTBS-Espafiol (Rankings and Stanines) by Lar.guage Group

Enalish Speakinag students (n = 16, 7)

Reading Pre-Test G.E.  [.st-Test G.E.
Word Recognition I 71 6 76 6
Word Recognition II 46 5 60 6
Reading Comprehension 24 4 63 6

Total 48 5 1.0 65 6 1.9
Mathematjcs
Computation 65 € 94 8
Concepts 24 4 91 8

Total 35 4 0.6 93 8 2.8

Spanish Speakina Students (n = 38, 34)

Reading Pre-Test G.E. Post-Test G.E.
Word Recognition I 79 7 59 5
Word Recognition II 84 7 75 6
Reading Comprehension 55 5 73 6

Total 82 7 1.5 69 6 2.0
Mathematics
Computation 23 4 75 6
Concepts 33 4 72 6

Total 17 3 0.6 78 7 2.2

Note. pn's in heading are for pre-test and post-test scores,
respectively. Significance of mean differences in the pre-test
and post-test scores are reported in Table 11. Numbers in the
G.E. column are grade equivalencies, and are based on total mean
scores.
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Figure 6
First Groders' Perceniile Rankings on CTBS-Espaonol
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Among the Spanish-daminant students, equally impressive results were
abtained in mathematics, although the re~ding percentile rank and stanine
scores tended to decline from the pre-test to the post-test. Grade
mmmmmmmmmmlmmMmm
and reading at the post-test.

These qains in terms of percentile rankings, stanines, and grade
equivalencies, were paraileled by gains in mean scores. Mean scores for
each subscale of the CTBS-Espaiiol are presented in Table 11.

Here, English-dominant and Speanish-daminant first graders scored
signifiwtadlimtgajminwuyMeofﬂnmESpaﬁol [Math
Camputations: t(42) = 11.8, p < .001; Math Concepts: t(40) = 12.2, p < .001;
Math Total: t(40) = 14.8, p < .001; Word Recognition I: t(40) = 6.99, p <
-001; Word Recognition II: t(40) = 10.1, p < .001; Reading Comprehension:
t(40) = 15.3, p < .001; Readiny Total: t(41) = 13.6, p < .001] (see Table

bilingual-immersion students on the CTBS-U. For the kindergarten students,
mﬂmmmﬂemﬂmm(ﬁgliﬂt—dmimntbnmguﬂ-
imversion, Spanish-dominant bilingual-izmersion, and non-bilingual-
immersion) for reading and math subscales of the CTRS-U. Findings from
thesecmparimmmrtadinwelz,uﬂthepmnenmcsare
depicted in Figure 7.

The significant differences (all with p < .05) in Table 12 were as
follows: (1) the mean Visual Recognition score for the non-bilingual
immersion (Non-BI) group (15.0) was higher than that for the Spanish
daminant bilingual-irmersion (Spanish BI) (11.6), but not higher than the
mean for the English-daminant bilingual immersion (English BI) (13.6);: (2)
the mean Vocabulary score for the Nom=BI (11.1) was higher than that for the
Spanish BI (9.3), kut not higher than the mean for the English BI (10.1);
axﬂ(3)ﬂumanlkﬂzwmmhiglmforﬂnﬁqlishm(9.8)
thanfortthpaniﬂxBI(LO),hxtmth@xerﬂmﬂnmthcmceptsscom
for the Non-Bl yroup (8.8).

For tha first-grade students, the same carparisons were made, as above,
and for additional subscales in Language Bxpression, Math Computation, and a




Table 11
First Graders' Achievement Gains:

CTBS-Espafiol (Means and Standard Deviations) by Language Group

- s - 7
Reading Pre-Test Post-Test Gain
Word Recognition I 9.7 (5.2) 19.0 (0.0) 9.3%
Word Recognition II 4.7 (3.6) 15.1 (3.6) 10.4%%
Reading Comprehension 5.3 (3.9) 20.0 (2.0) 14.7%*
Tctal 19.7 (7.7) 54.1 (5.1) 34.4%%
Mathematics
Computation 12.3 (11.2) 29.6 (2.6) 17.3%
Concepts 7.0 (3.4) 21.9 (1.8) 14.9%#
Total 19.3 (10.9) 51.4 (3.6)  32.1%%
sh- s = 34
Reading Pre-Test Post-Test Gain
Word Recognition I 12.4 (5.5) 17.9 (2.6) 5.5%%
Word Recognition II 8.9 (5.5) 17.5 (2.8) 8.6%%
Reading Comprehension 7.7 (5.9) 21.9 (2.8) 14.2%%
Total 28.3(15.1) 56.4 (9.9) 28.1%*
Mathepmatics
Computation 6.5 (5.7) 24.1 (9.3) 17.6%%
Concepts 7.7 (4.2) 17.7 (5.6) 10.0%*
Total 14.1 (8.7) 42.9 (12.4) 28 . 8**

Note. pn's in heading are for pre-test and post-test scores,
respectively. Significance of gain scores assessed by single-
sanple t-tests.

* Pp< .0l; #* p < .001




Table 12
Kindergarten CTBS-U Achievement Scores for Bilingual Immersion
' and Non-Bilingual Immersion Students
(Means, Standard Deviations, Ranks, and Stanines)

ENG BI (pn = 16) SPAN BI (p = 38) NON-BI (pn = 20)
Mean(SD) R ST  Mean(SD) R ST Mean(SD) R ST

Reading

I.* 13.6(4.9) 30 4 11.6(3.3) 17 3 15.0(2.5) 38 4
1I. 11.8(3.5) 41 5 9.0(2.4) 14 3 11.0(3.7) 16 3
III.* 10.1(2.5) 32 4 9.3(2.6) 14 3 11.1(2.6) 48 5
1Iv. 10.3(2.5) 25 4 8.7(2.7) 17 3 9.3(2.2) 17 3
v. 11.5(3.4) 20 3 9.7(2.8) 7 2 11.6(2.8) 17 3
Math
VI.* 9.8(3.3) 37 4 7.0(3.6) 12 3 8.8(2.6) 27 4

Note. Roman Numberals are defined as follows: I = Visual
Recognition; II = Sound Recognition; III = Vocabulary; IV = Oral
Comprehension; V = Reading Total: Average of Vocabulary and Oral
Comprehension; VI = Math Concepis. See text for discussion of
significant group differences.
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Rankings by Group

Figure 7
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Zdison's Bilingual Immersion Program

Math Total. These data are presented in Table 13, and the percentile ranks
are displayed in Figure 8.

Significant group differences emerged on the following subscales: (1)
the English BI mean (20.7) was significantly higher than the Spanish BI mean
(13.6) for Reading Vocabulary, but not significantly higher than the Non=BI
mean (14.9); (2) the mean lLanguage Expression was higher for the English BI
grap than the Spanish BI group (10.6), but not significantly greater than
the Non-EI mean (12.3) for larguage Expression; (3) The mean Math Concepts
for the English BI group (22.4) was significantly higher than either the
mean for the Spanish BI group (16.5) or the Non=BI group (17.5), althouch
these latter two groups did not significantly differ; and (4) the mean Matn
Total for the Erglish BI group (20.3) was significantly higher than the Non-
BI mean (15.4), but not significantly higher than the Spanish BI mean
(15.6) .

UIATY © A4 LLCVEITE IT LA B4

In sum, the students performed at a satisfactory achievement level
mmmtmmmwmmmmwmammage
and received only 10% of their instructional day in English language arts,
and the Spanish speakers were instructed almost totally in their first
language with only 10% of the instructional day spent in language arts in
their second language.

Spanish speakers performed average to above average cn Spanish
achievement tests. In addition, they made significant progress over the
year as measured by the gains from the CTBS-Espaficl pre-test to the post-
test. On English-language achievement tests, the kindergartners scored
below average as expected for their level of English instruction. However,
byfirstgrade,ﬂnshﬂmtsparfozmdaﬂydighﬂybelwavenge. In
fact, they were functioning only slightly below grade level and did not
ditfcsimifiwﬂyﬁmﬁumrbﬂhgmlimimchﬂuﬂoweptmme
subtest for the Spanish speakers. This wvas an impressive result considering
the small amount of English instruction they received.

smmrly,mmmmmwmmmmmlm
and Spanish achievement tests. On the Spanish tests, the kindergartners
mﬁmhraﬁhgmﬂmﬂamiﬂ,a:ﬂslighﬂyabwewemge
in math. The first graders scored slightly above average in reading and on
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Table 13

First Grade CTBS-U Achievement Scores for Bilingual Immersion
and Non-Bilingual Immersion Students

(Means, standard Deviations, Grade Equivalencies, Rarks, and Stanines)

ENG B-I (p = 7) SPAN B-I (n = 47) NON-BI (n = 19)
Mean(SD) G.E. R ST Mean(SD) G.E. R ST Mean(SD) G.E. R ST

Reading
I. 23.0(6.4) na 34 4 19.1(6.0) na 9 3 22.9(5.1) na 34 4
II.* 20.7(4.6) 1.9 9 13.6(7.8) 1.5 30 4 14.9(6.2) 1.5 33 4

III. 17.6(4.2) 2.5 48 13.5(7.5) 1.4 25 4 13.9(6.4) 1.3 25 4

o U0 wm

Iv. 19.1(4.2) 1.8 53 13.5(7.3) 1.5 24 4 14.5(5.5) 1.5 27 4

V.* 16.1,%.9) 1.8 69 6 10.6(5.7) 1.4 29 4 12.3(5.4) 1.5 37 4

VI.* 22.4(1.8) 2.4 78 7 16.5(6.6) 1.6 36 4 17.5(4.5) 1.4 44 5

VII. 18.1(1.9) 1.9 59 5 14.2(6.8) 1.4 29 4 13.6(5.1) 1.3 29 4
VIII.* 20.3(1.7) 2.1 78 7 15.6(6.7 1.5 38 4 15.4(4.8) 1.5 33 4

Note. Roman numerals are defined as follows: I = wWord Attack:
II = Vocabulary; III = Reading Comprehension; IV = Reading Total: Average
of Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary; V = Language Expression; VI =
Math Concepts; VII = Math Computation; VIII = Math Total. G.E. refers
to Grade Zquivalence, R to Percentlle Rank, and ST to Stanine. See text
for description of si ,nificant differences.




Figqure 8
First Grode CTBS-U Percentile Ronkings by Group
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Ediscn's Bilingual Immersion Program

the camposite, but well above average in math. Also, the students scored
signi*icantly higher on the CrBs-Espafiol post-test than on the pre-test.
In terms of English achievement, the kindergartners scored slightly below
average on al® subtests, but their scores did not differ significantly from
those of the non-bilingual immersion stidents. Performance was even better
at the first-grade level where reading and language scores were average and
math scores ranged from slightly above average to well above average.
Aurthermore, on eery subtest, they scored higher than the non-bilingual
immersion students, with significantly higher scores in math.
Percejved Competence

Table 14 presents the results for the Perceived Competence Scale. This
scale provided a measure of the students' perception of their academic,
physical and peer campetencies and their perception of their relationship
with their mother. Because there was only one significant difference
between the kindergartners and first graders, and none between English and
Spanish speakers in all of the damains and on the total score, the results
are presented in summary form.

Table 14 shows that the mean score for the cognitive damain was 3.5 for
kindevgartners and 3.4 for first graders, which represents a high level
(given a possible range of 1 to 4) of perceived campetence related to
aczdemic functioning in the students. These mean scores are equivalent to
mean scores cbtained from another sample of kindergarten (3.6) and first-
grade (3.4) students (Harter & Pike, 1984). In Harter and Pike's sample,
the 56 kindergarten and 65 first-grade students were middle-class and
largely (96%) non-Hispanic whites. Similar scores were cbtained on the
physical damain, vhere almost all of the children felt that they were
cpetent with respect to their physical skills and abilities in autdoor

games and activities (mean = 3.5). Again, these mean scores are almost
identical to the mean scores cbtained by Harter and Pike's sample of
kindergarten and first graders (mean = 3.4). A mean score of 3.2 and 3.1

was cbtained for kindergarten and first-grade students, respectively, in the
peer damain, also demonstrating that the students perceived themselves as
having a fairly high level of campetence in relating to their friends and
clasgmates. Harter and Pike's sample of kindergarten and first-grade
students cbtained mean scores of 2.9 and 3.1, respectively. Finally, the
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Table 14

Perceived Competence Scores (Means and Standard Deviations)

by Grade For Native English and Native Spanish Speaking Students

garten
English Spanish Total
Cognitive 3.6 (0.5) 3.3 (0.3) 3.5 (0.4)
Physical 3.6 (0.4) 3.4 (0.3) 3.5 (0.4)
Peer 3.2 (0.7) 3.2 (0.5) 3.2 (0.6)
Maternal 3.3 (0.6) 3.2 (0.4) 3.2 (0.5)
To*al 3.4 (0.4) 3.3 (0.3) 3.3 (0.4)
First Grade
Enalish Spanish Total
Cognitive 3.4 (0.4) 3.4 (0.5) 3.4 (0.4)
Phrsical 3.3 (0.4) 3.6 (0.%) 3.5 (0.4)
Peer 2.9 (0.5) 3.1 (0.6) 3.1 (0.6)
Maternal 2.6 (0.7) 2.9 (0.5) 2.9 (0.5)
Total 3.1 (0.2) 3.3 (0.4) 3.2 (0.4)

Note. p's for the English-speaking students were .9 and 7
for the kindergarten and first grades, respectively; p's for the
Spanish-speaking students were 27 a=4 41 for the kindergarten and
first grades, respectively. All scale scores had potential
ranges of 1 to 4. The only significant group difference wvas for
overall grade effects, where the kindergartners had significantly
higher maternal perceived competence scores than the first
graders (F(1,93) = 11.44, p < .01).
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Edison's Bilingual Immersion yrogram

mean score cbtained in the maternal damain was 3.3 for kindergartners and
2.9 for first-graders. This was the only damain in which there was a
significant difference between students, with kindergartners scoring
significantly higher than first graders (F(1,93) = 11.44, p < .0l1).
Camparing the mean scores to Harter and Pike's students yielded slightly
higher mean scores for the Edison students over Harter and Pike's
kindergarten (mean = 2.9) and first-grade (mean = 2.8) students.

In sum, the kindergarten and first-grade students consistently
presented high levels of perceivad competence in each of the damains
assessed. In fact, their mean scores campared very favorably with the mean
scores of children in Harter and Pike's sample who were middle class English
speakers.

Parents' Attjtules towaxd the Bilinqual Immersjon Program

The parent questionnaire requested information about the parents'
satisfaction with the bilintual immersion program. Three questions sought
ratings of the program, two adiressed the parent's satisfaction with the
student's ability to use each language, one focussed on whether Spanish
instruction had hindered or helped English language development, and one
examined the child's enjoyment of learning in Spanish. Table 15 presents
the mean scores and standard deviations for these questions.

Table 15 shows that the level of satisfaction with the program was
fairly high with a total mean score of 5.6, and a standard deviation of 1.8.
mmmmmawmmmmm, 73%
of the parents responded "Yes, absolutely," 12% answered "Yes, with same
reservation,” and 15% replied "No." About 82% of Spanish-speaking and 93%
of English-speaking parents s2id they would recamend the program to other
parents. Of the twelve parents who responded "no," 11 were Spanish-
speaking parents and all were parents of first graders. These parents felt
that their children were not receiving enough English instruction as
dis.1ssed below.

Regarding the question of whether they expected more or less fram the
bilingual immersion program, the overall rating was 3.8, which corresponded
to "neutral.” This may have bean due tc their high expectations for the
children's ability to use both languages, or it could be reflective of their
overall satisfaction with the program. In responding to the cuestion
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Table 15
Mean Scores for Parental Attitudes toward Bilingual Immersion Program by Grade

For Native Engli. ' and Spanish Speaking Students

Kindergarten First Grade Total
English Spanish English Spanish
(n=14) (n=28) (n=4) (r=37) (n=83)

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Satisfaction with program
of Spanish instruction.? 5.4 1.6 5.4 2.1 6.0 0.6 5.8 1.8 5.6 1.8

Expected more or less.P 3.8 1.3 4.0 0.8 4.0 0.8 3.7 1.3 3.8 1.1

Satisfaction with child's
ability to use Spanish.2 5.9 1.2 5.4 2.2 4.8 2.1 6.0 1.6 5.7 1.8

Satisfaction with child's
ability to use English.2 6.3 0.9 4.7 2.4 6.0 0.8 4.7 1.9 5.0 2.0%

Learning in Spanish has
hindered/helped progress
in English.C 4.0 1.2 4.4 1.7 4.0 0.8 3.8 2.1 4.0 1.8

Child enjoys Spanish.d 5.4 1.5 5.4 1.9 6.3 1.5 5.2 1.9 5.3 1.8

2 Scale ranges from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied).

fb Scale ranges from 1 (expected a lot more) to 7 (expected a lot less).

} € Scale ranges from 1 (has hindered his/her progress in English very much)
4 €0 7 (has helped his/her English very much).

d scale ranges from 1 (dislikes it very much) to 7 (likes it very much).
;* P < .001 for English vs. Spanish comarison.
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reqarding their satisfaction with the child's ability to use Spanish, the
overall mean rating was 5.7, which corresponded to "a little satisfied."
Similarly, the overall mean rating was 5.0 when the parents were asked about
their satisfaction regarxdiing the child!s ability to use English. However,
on this measure, the English-speaking parents (mean = 6.2) were more
satisfied than were the Spanish-speaking parents (moan = 4.6) (F(1,79) =
8.17, p < 01).

Parents were also asked about whether the program of Spanish
instruction had hindered or helped their children's progress in English.
Responses to this question were fairly similar across parents, with a mean
score of 4.0, corresparding to the "neutral” response. Finally, parents
were asked to rate the extent to vhich the child enjoyed learning through
Spanish. The overall mean score for this question was 5.3, which coincided
with the response "likes it a little."

In general, it appeared that the large majority of parents were
satisfied with the bilingual immersion program.

180N B RS LEAYE10Nn DTA

- - CUA biiizaig:

on questionnaire that was given to the teachers and principal, +wo
1mwmmmof,mmm:or,mmmmm
bilingual immersion program. When asked, in general, how satisfied they
were with the way the current bilingual immersion program was operating, the
mean respcrse was 4.4, with a standard deviation of .49 (scale=1 to 5; 1
= very dissatisfied, 5 = very satisfied), showing a high level of
satisfaction with the current bilingual immersion program.

When asked about their enthusiasm for the bilingual immersion program,
the mean response was 4.8 with a standard deviation of .44 (scale = 1 to 5;
1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). This high level of enthusiasm
was verified in a discussion ¢f the bilingual immersion program at the
Seminar on Teaching ir, Bilingual Inmersion Programs; most teachers felt that
bilingual immersion was an excellent ed cational model for both native
English and native Spanish speakers.




Amofimmatedtommwmdﬁrqinabuml
immersion program. One set of seven items sought the teachers' perceptions
of the level of spport they received fram different individuals affecting
the bilingual immersion teacher, either directly (e.g., principal, non-
bilingual immersion teacher) or indirectly (e.g., Board of Bducation). On a
scale of 1 to 5, the average score was about 4 (agree). The administrative
lmdpnmtmmadhighumﬁ,mmmﬂmtmm
non-bilingual immersion teachers was rated as low overall, both in terms of
non-bilingual immersion teachers' information about, and attitudes toward,
the bilingual immersion program.

Thus, overall, the teachers felt that there was a positive level of
support for the program by the administrative leadership, but a low level of
support by other staff. Teachers also replied that there was a lack of
Spanish materials or other instructional resources. A couple of teachers
cmentedthatthequmtityofSpmishmterialsmmtapmblan,hrtﬂxe
quality of materials was a definite constraint.

SMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS
Sumery

Mmmmmuofasuﬂyofmmmﬁ
deolaf;eritsfirstyearofinplmthvgthebﬂhgualimimm.
The major research questions sought to determine: (1) the levels of first
and second language proficiency and whether there were gains in first and
second language proficiency over the year; (2) the levels of math and
reading achievament in Spanish and English and whether there were
wwfmmwﬂnmwwﬂofﬂnm;
(3)ttnlewlsofsum1ts'puuivedmdmic,pur,§mimlarﬂmtmnl
campetencies; and (4) attiuﬂsm:dﬂabnhgmimuimmmq
the parents and staff. One research question which was not addressed here
involved the cross-cultural attitudes of the students. Cross-cultural
attitudes were not assessed bscause an instrument to measure crosa~cultural
attitudes in five- and six-year old children was not available. However, an
instrument is under develomment and cross~cultural attitudes will be
measured in the second 3 '1987-88 academic year) of BEdison's bilingual
imnersion program.
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A total of 112 kindergarten (p = 58) and first-grade (p = 54) students
participated in the study. Data were gathered on English and Spanish
proficiency with pre- and post-test measures; English and Spanish
achisvament, with pre- and post-test meammes in Spanish; and perceived
conpetence. In addition, the data oollection included a parent
questiomnaire and a bilingual immersion if questiommaire. Also, 20
kindergarten and 19 first-grade students who were not emrolled in the
bilingual immersion program were tested using the English achievement test.

In terms of the students' language development, all of the students
made gains in both languages. Native language proficiency was high, with
abwtbnthirdsofﬂnmmatﬂnnmmﬂcimcylml,md
oane third at the Limited Proficiency level. Second language proficiency
varied considerably, with same students rated at the Non-Proficient level,
others at the "imited Proficient level, and still others at the Fluent
Proricient level. More Spenish-daminant students were fluent in the second
language than were English-dcminant students.

Both the Spanish-dominant and English-dominant students scored at an
average to above average level in achievement performance. The Spanish-
mmmmmmwmwmmm
wmmmmmmmm:mwmm.
Even the English-dominant students scored well on the Spanish achievement
tests; the kindergartners scored average in reading and slightly above
wmm,hmm:mmmmmmmmmﬂ
wall atove average in math. In addition, +he first graders made sign.ficant
progress from the fall to the spring. On Envlish achievement tests, the
w@mummmm,mm:mmsmm
mynmymmmgwmmm,mmdm
mtdifftrdgﬂfiantlytzmﬁum—bilimlimimm. The
English-dominant kindergartners scored slightly below average, but the
:mmmwmmmmmmuwym
average to well above average in math. Furthermore, on every subtest, the
English-dominant first graders scored higher than the non-bilingual
immersion students, with significantly higher scores in math.

The students' perceived ompetence ratings were high in each of four
domins (academic, pesr, physical, and maternal); and attitudes toward the
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bilingual immersion program were generally positive fram the parents and
teachers.
Recommendatjons

For recamendations can be made to further develop the bilingual
immersion program at Edison. The first recommendation involves praucting
strong leadarship and cwnership of the program among the teachers. As
indicated previously, the two first-grade teachers made a change in the
program thit wvas inconsistent with the model (i.e., the same teacher was
providing both Spanish and English instruction). This change occurred
because the teachers were not knowledgeable enougt. ¢ out the ratiocnale for
the model, despite pre-service training that discussed the rationale. Thus,
it would be helpful if the bilingual immersion staff were to form a team
with each team member becoming an expert on a particular aspect of the
program.

A second recamendation is to develop a Spanish language arts camponent
that will provide for greater develomment of the vocabulary and grammar
skills of both Spanish-speaking and English-spaaking students. These two
areas are the cnes which are most problematic for immersion students in
general (Swain, 1987), and which received the lowest scores overall in the
testing and rating of the Edison students' language proficiency.

Third, a clear arriculum for English language arts must be developed
that is consistent within grade levels and that articulates acrves grade
levels. A fourth recammendation iryolves the provision of more
opportunities for native English axd native Spanish speakers to interact in
group work to promote language development and positive cross-cultural
attitudes. These four recammendations may involve same in-service training
in second language development, the rationale for bilingual immersion
education, and cooperative leaming.

conclusions

Edison's bilingual immersion program was designed in concordance with
the successful ten-vsar-old Spanish/English Bilingual Immersion Program in
the San Diego City Schonls. Its instructional design was based on a careful
revies of the literature on sucocsssful bilingual and immersion education
programs in the United States and Canada as discussed previously.
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Edison's bilingual immersion program design compares favorably with
other bilingual immersion programs around the country. This is not
suprising as Bdison's program design was based on an existing bilingual
imsimmaﬁhmﬁmﬁmwiﬂ:ﬂmoﬂnrwbﬂingml
imersion programs in California with CIEAR and the California State
Department of Education. Although Bdison's program design met the criterial
features defined for bilingual immersion education (Lindholm, 1987a), the
program, as it was implemented last year, did not meet all the criteria as
one might expect after only cne year of program implementation.

The evaluation of the bilingual immersion program required collection
of several kinds of data (see Figure 1, page 17). Data were collected on
achievement in Spanish and English, Janguage proficiency, self-competence,
and parental background.

A longitudinal/cross-sectional design as comprehensive as the one used
naturally included scme weal-wsses. The first was that the collection of so
mch data in a two-month period in the spring may have been overtaxing for
same children, which may have depressed their scores. A second weakaess,
mmmmmmm,mmmnumlm,
is inherent in longitudinal research. A third weakness involved the
reliance on test data, which may or may not accurately reflect the actual
language and academic performance and qains of the students. Finally,
anothir weakness was that students were classified as either native Spanish
speakers or native English speakers. Actually, there were four bilingual
ld:ﬂngarumammbilingualﬁrstgrade:sinﬂxesb.ﬂymmre
classified as English speakers for the purposes of analyses. It is
camnarplace in educational research to use the dichotamous classification of
English Only/FEP and Spanish/IEP in data analyses without attempting to
deternine the level of bilingualism in each student. However, bilinguals
may actually inflate or deflate scores on particular measures.

There were also a number of strengths in the design. First, because
ﬂndsimhlagiuﬂimludhmlmditfumtmoflm;mge
achievement and other student characteristics, it enabled a better
understanding of the variables that interact to produce various achievement
cutcomes.  Second, by using measures that overlapped in content (two
mammres of Spanish achievement, Spanish proficiency, English proficiency),
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mmwmmmmmmmmmom
well on ane test also performed well on a related measure. Third,
collecting information on the language proficiency of the students in both
lmlagsaubledabetterw:qofﬂnmuashipm
bilingualism and academic achievement. FRurthermore, analyses based on
information about the dual language proficiency of the students can lead to
more productive knowledge related to the achievement and language gains of
students who are truly Spenish-dominant versus those who are English-
dominant or bilingual.

Several important points should be made abou: the results that have
implications for the bilingual immersion model. First, the Spanish speakers
at both grade levels made highly significant gains in English, and the
Bqlishspealmsdmmudmgaininmgliﬂxpmﬁcim. Thus,
despite the small amount of English instruction, most students were able to
make gains in English language proficiency. Secord, all students made gains
inSpaniﬂ:pmficiucymdthegaimmhig!ﬂysigrﬂﬁw:tforﬂie
Spanish-speaking kindergartners. These are important results because they
demonstrate that the bilingual immersion model's assumptions related to
lanquage development were accurate; that is, Spanish speakers increased
ttnirlevelofSpanishpmficiacyaxﬂbegantodsvelopmpmﬁcimyin
English, and English speakers did not lose their English proficiency while
acquiring Spanish proficiency skills.

A secand set of important points concerns the achievement performance
of the students. First, the English-speaking students acquired enoush
content after only cne year of instruction through Spanish to be able to
score average to above average in a test normed for pative Spanish speakers.
Smﬂ,ﬂnmmmmthomeme
Spanish achievement test, demonstrating a good level of performance for
these students when tested in their native language. Third, the English-
mw“uﬂﬂuwm first graders scored
avuaqotoauynimuyholwmageinradhgmdmth:uﬂtmmglish-
m:mmmmmmmmrmm,m,
ard math, mtwtﬂatﬂmm:mabletcmthishighin
mglish,dupitahavmgmivadtmirimtnxﬁminmish,dmstntes
Mm-u&umm:mmmminw,mdﬂwym
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able to apply these concepts when tested in English. Thus, the achievement
results also validate the achievement assurmptions underlying the bilingual
immersion model in that the model asmumes that content that is learned in
Spanish will be available in English as well. The fact that the students
were able to score as well as they did demonstrates that the concepts were
available to them in both languages. However, an important caveat to add is
ﬂmtﬂnlalplelizesotﬂlen'qlish-daninantﬁrstgradebilirgual
immersion graup and the non-bilingual immersion students were small, which
means that these findings must be interpreted with caution until further
replication studies are conducted. In addition, it was difficult to abtain
information on the background of the students in the control group. While
most of these students were categorized as EO or FEP, there were scme LEP
students and several students whose status could not be confirmed in the
school records.

The findings from Edison are camparable to the results reported by the
San Diego City Schools (Lindholm, 1987a; ESEA Title VII Bilingual
Demonstration Project, 1982) and three other bilingua® immersion programs in
California (e.g., Lindholm, 1987b). The consistency of the findings across
oﬂnrldmlsitesalsoadisvaliditytottaadﬂmrtmﬂlang\mge
assuptions underlying the bilingual immersion model.

In conclusion, the language proficiency and academic achievement first-
year data demonstrated that the bilingual immersion model is an effective
mmmwmmmmmcywmmjmty
students. However, the success of the students over the next two to three
mmmmwnm&mmmmw
vhich the program is fully developed according to the 13 criteria for
successful bilingual immersion programs previously discussed.
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APPENDIX A
Sample Daily Schedule

Opening, Calendar, ///
Weather, News, ///
| sharing ///
///
Spanish Language Arts/ | ///
Learning Conters ///
/r/
Physical Education /;/
(kinderga;:en) ///
L Math (grade 1) ///
1 7
Math 11/
Recess
///
Social Studies/Music/ ///
Art/Learning Centers ///
kkkkkkitExchanger s hhdnk ;55
English Language Arts e
khkkkrhkhDigmigsal khk ks
*kkkik (kindergarten) xxsxx

[ Lunch (grade 1)
///
L Story Time = | ///
///
b Handwritinga | ///
) ///
Read’ by | ///
///
Physical Education ///
/
***Digmissal (grade 1) **## 55/

| Spanish
English
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